Honorable Richard Havins ‘ Aucust 13, 1583

Lagranc2 A, Auguesta

Application of Boerd Rules to Contract Appraisers Iox
County issessors ‘

Gordon Adelran has asked me o rmspend to your
mamo of AZurgust ) transmitting Mark Ancel's guesticn whether
a private consultant working as a contract appraiser ©
county assassor is required to adhers to the 3card's prosercy
tax rules.

It seems to me that Mr., Ancel's inguiry is b
guastion. A county assessor may contract with a p
Tt to assist 1;& in appraising the property, but b
delegata to n his duty under Section 405. As state

ass of County of Toolumne v, State Board of “qaali
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206 Cal.icw. 23 352, "wWhnen the assessor aaopt
ced on the assessment rolls the valwe which resulitec Irom
nginsers? work, it became the official act of Lne a33es50r
and likewise an cfficial record of Tuwolumne Tounbty.® It is
the asseszor’'s act and not the private approiser's act whica
placas tha value on the roll, and the zssessor is bound o
Follow the Board rules in making that assessment as proviced
by Section 15695 of the Gevernment Code. The assesszent
aﬂpea¢= board must follow the Soard rules for ihe came rcason.
I is my understanding that the prnalmﬁs te which Mzr. Ancel
refers nccurreé at zZn assessment appeals hearing
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Since Fnle 468 applias to coil and gas produciog
progerties and not to other miperal properties, which ares.
minad, it is inapprooriate ta apoly Rule 465. T will assuce
without knewing that perlita is 2 mineral w&ich should be
aszessed Tursuant to-Rule 469; hovever, I will dafer to experts,
such as Ray Rothermel, as to whethexr this is the appropriate
rale to apply.

It seems to me that the role of the assessment appeals
hoard, in *his case, iz to determing whether the testimony of
tha cutside expert is relevant to the correct value applying
the appropriate runles and regulations. Hot having beea. at the
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hearing nor having sesn a transcript, I cannot st
or not the testimony of the expert amounte jul
Rule 46% cr Rule 463.

ir. Ancel also complains that the srivate consultant
uses to furnish informaticon to the taxpaver on the matcter

1 ndspendent
raiser as an agent of the assessor may be inspectad
pursuant to the same rules and reatricticns as infermation
gathered by ths assessor. The code sets ferth very specifically
what information is to be supplied to an assesses in Section 40@.
In addition when therz is an appeal invoived, Secticn 1506
provides for the exchange of information. However, since the
appraiser is the agent of the assessor, raguests for inspection
of information should be made to the assessor ratier than to
the private consultant.
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cc: HMr, Douglas D. Bell
Hr, J. J. Dalaney
Hr. Gordon P. REielmsan

ety




